Corporate strategy is the pattern of major objectives, purposes or goals and essential policies or plans for achieving those goals, stated in such 13 
Instead, in this section the research environment and the differing viewpoints held by strategy academics will be examined. This perspective is taken because it will be argued (using the information in Appendix 2) that, while the field is developing strongly, it suffers from an identity crisis about its paradigms and lack of consensus about appropriate research directions and traditions.
If a panel of leading experts in the field were to review it, there would probably be consensus that none, or very few, of the set of social scientists on a business school faculty really sympathize with the policy area or even understand what it is about. In essence, policy is seen as an anomaly by academics because academics are, by definition, experts or specialists whereas policy is concerned with the issues, questions, and problems associated with general management. Policy, as a field, is, therefore, the Paul Cook argued that the way one determined the subject matter of policy was to gather together all the messy, unsolved, and perhaps undefined problems of importance characterizing business management. "As soon as a problem was understood," said he, "it was quickly incorporated as part of the subject matter for one of the functional disciplines."
One implication of Cook's statement (as Bower comments, it is correct but exaggerated) is that policy should probably concentrate on those very difficult, messy, ambiguous, and ill-structured problems involved in formulating and implementing corporate ends and aim to provide a reasonable model of thinking about those very muddled and ambiguous situations. It is far too easy for researchers to examine those more well-structured questions and problems that have already been well treated by researchers in policy and other disciplines.
Bower Anshen and Guth [4] state that the policy area "lags all others in the development of a body of theory and formal analytic techniques" [4, p. 499]. They argue that this lack of theory and formal analytic techniques requires that at least four basic alternative research strategies be adopted to improve the research capital of the field. They suggest that these strategies should be as follows. First, the study of science and art in policy formulation. Second, the design and use of analytic concepts and operational approaches. Third, the study of historical relationships and implementation problems. Fourth, the examination of the interface of policy formulation with social problems and with other institutions.
Bower [8, p. 632] argues that research in policy should concentrate upon the life and death issues of concern to the top management of firms. In the 1980s environment, he believes that much greater attention must be directed towards corporate management of the boundaries and interfaces between business and government. In addition, many corporate problems now have a multinational focus involving competition and marketing on a global scale. Bower wants research in this field to be more exploratory and long-range and seek to identify new problems, with albeit small case-study type samples, in painstaking but scholarly manner. His research strategy is to attack "the elephants" and enrich the field rather than pursue "the ants" by looking at well-structured problems (and "estimating R 2 on relationships that have been recognized to be true since biblical times" [8, p. 637]. He also recognizes that this research strategy raises the questions of rewards for policy academics. Put another way, can policy researchers be promoted by doing case studies and action research?
Jemison [25, p. 601] states that "strategic management has reached the point where integrative research approaches are necessary for continued progress in the field." He advocates the development initially of mid-range theories that draw from, and attempt to integrate, disciplines such as marketing, administrative behavior, and economics that contribute to our understanding of strategic management. Such mid-range theories then form the basis from which richer integrative, hypothesis-testing research will, hopefully emerge. He suggests that opportunities for research cross- None of the four authors depicted in Appendix 2 believe that research in policy is impossible. However, they differ in two respects. First, they use varying definitions of what policy research is. Second, they emphasize the importance of different aspects of the field.
Bower would argue for the best possible field research involving case inquiry into the behavior of practitioners followed by conceptualization of this behavior. This would be carried out in a scholarly manner using carefully specified rules of evidence. The aim is to achieve a careful, accurate description of important issues, problems, and phenomena in the broad general management field, with particular emphasis on management in a "boundary-spanning" role operating between the intra-organization, government, and multinational environments. Saunders and Thompson believe that methodological and empirical research areas should be emphasized. They favor model building, hypothesis testing, and new models and techniques for strategy research. Anshen and Guth prescribe a mix of empirical testing and explanatory, conceptual research on a broader strategic canvas (nearer and closer to Andrews' holistic strategy definition) with a clear aim directed towards the promotion of richer theory building and development for the field. Jemison, in many respects, echoes the position taken by Anshen and Guth but with strong emphasis on the need for integrative, multi-disciplinary research in the field.
Perhaps the only strong consensus between these authors would be their lack of interest in well-written but rather empty papers full of conjecture and plausible statements incapable of being tested or further researched. Such offerings typically emanate from practitioners, consultants, and less research-oriented academics. In addition, they might all agree that a mix of exploratory theory building with scientific hypothesis testing research would be worthwhile for theory development. They would certainly not agree on the "weightings" which should be given to the various elements of the mix and this is a reasonable expectation. As long as the conduct of research involves alternative perspectives and viewpoints, the future diet of researchable topics is likely to be much more extensive, well constructed, and valuable.
"MIXED SCANNING" AND STRATEGY RESEARCH
It is a continuing difficulty in the management research field that the same, or related, aspects of management practice can be examined through such a wide variety of disciplinary "lenses." The variety does have its advantages in aiding the understanding of complex situations, but it has probably also added some confusion to the study of policy, strategy formulation, and planning. The viewpoints available include, at one extreme, one that regards strategic decision-making as an instance of organizational politics, to be understood entirely in terms of the relative power positions and political ploys of a set of influential "actors." At the other extreme, is a viewpoint based on a comprehensively rational model of decision-making, which can be facilitated by such techniques as decision and risk analysis [22, 40] . Intermediate stances can be adopted, as for example, the "mixed scanning" approach of Etzioni [16] .
The practical manager, involved in some aspect of strategy or policy, can probably think of instances in which one or the other of these models is a good fit, and yet discussion often proceeds on the lines of rejecting one of them on the basis that contrary instances can be found. The matter is further confounded by the different positions, descriptive, explanatory, or normative, which protagonists positions take up.
The stance adopted here is both explanatory and normative. It attempts to demonstrate that a useful measure of reconciliation can be achieved amongst the various viewpoints, and that this has both theoretical and practical advantages in regard to the advancement of strategic management. In developing this theme, it is necessary to break away from the assumption which is often implicitly made, that is, that a corporate body "thinks" and "acts" like a person. From an external vantage point, a company may look to have a corporate persona, but this is an outcome, not a description of how its strategy is formed. Partly in order to ensure that no such implicit assumption is made, but mainly because of the existence of situations in which policy is formed by several bodies, often including government, the discussion will be set in a multi-organizational framework. Therefore, in this part of the paper, a "mixed scanning" perspective for strategic management research is presented. It involves examining the contribution of the alternative disciplinary "lenses" and approaches to theory building in Strategic Management. Appendix 3 gives a listing of alternative perspectives, and the researchers whose work is most closely associated with those perspectives.
The fields of economics, finance, and analytic modeling provide rationalistic perspectives for the strategy process. For example, Porter's influential volume on competitive strategy provides frameworks for analyzing the effects of different market conditions such as differentiated oligopoly on corporate strategies and anticipated strategic positions. [42] .
The other models listed, for example, PIMS, Experience Curves, and BCG, involve empirical research using data bases to investigate relationships between such variables as profitability and market share, accumulated experience and cost, and growth and market share.
Marketing provides viewpoints, concepts, and methodologies for strategic management. Biggadike Organization theorists have studied such process questions as the structuring of organizations and organizational power and have provided models for use in the policy literature. For example, Kotter's study of effective general managers, using painstaking field research and diary approaches, shows them to be more informal, less systematic, and more adaptive then a proponent of rational models or formal planning systems would assume [28] . Careful studies of this type can, therefore, enrich planning systems research and suggest areas for improvement in planning systems design.
Process training research in strategic decision-making is a tradition that started at Carnegie with Cyert, Simon, and Trow's study [ 14] involving the observation of a business decision and has continued through Mintzberg's studies [38] on patterns in strategy formulation. The tradition of all these studies is careful observation of unstructured decision processes (sometimes using a historical perspective) with a view to cataloging and interpreting the strategic decision processes. This interpretive process leads to conceptualization and emergent themes such as the observation that strategy formulation over time appears to follow life cycle and change cycle patterns in organizations.
The policy dialogue lens is the theme that serves to integrate the contributions of various disciplines and approaches to strategic management. By "mixed scanning" of these alternative perspectives, a useful measure of reconciliation amongst the various viewpoints in a management It seems that two elements, namely, potential alternative courses of action and the existence of a preference ordering on outcomes, define the structure of policymaking or strategy. Making policy or corporate strategy consists of choosing among alternative courses of action that, it is believed, will attain the most preferred outcome (taking account of all the costs involved in decision-making.) It follows, therefore, that prediction of the outcome of alternative courses of action is an integral part of the strategymaking process. However, prediction requires theory or theories that causally relate action to outcome. Such theories are a necessary condition for selecting policies independent of (1) the ability (or lack thereof) to quantify outcomes, (2) the level of uncertainty that exists about outcomes, and (3) the nature of the preference ordering. What then are the characteristics of theory in this area and how might theory develop? First, some of the theory base will, and ought to, be derived from the alternative theories, frameworks, and lenses developed in other disciplines. For example, the rapid acceptance, and pervasive popularity of Porter's competitive strategy material [42] , attests to the policy area's voracious appetite for good derivative theory obtained from the industry and market analysis research tradition in microeconomics and industrial organization. Second, theory development needs to incorporate both rational/analytical and behavioral/political perspectives. Third, since policy and strategy problems are complex involving many variables and considerable ambiguity, theory development will be slow. It is more likely that useful theory will emerge from inductive, creative, intensive field research models (such as those using historical and process-tracing perspectives). The important issues and problems would first be explained, in an inductive process, from field data, which might in turn lead to the deductive testing of some propositions derived from the set of inductive generalizations. Fourth, content studies may also be undertaken to throw light upon strategies in specific application contexts. Whilst these are more limited in scope, they are more specific and generally easier for researchers to undertake.
Finally, it would appear that the most fruitful paths for theory development are either through adaptation of theories from other disciplines to the policy context or by performing inductive field-like studies that will generate hypotheses for specific testing through successive deductive phases of the research process.
CONCLUSIONS, CURRENT AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
There is little doubt that the strategic management field will continue to grow and develop in the future. This is partially because of the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business' (AACSB) requirements for undergraduate and graduate policy courses in business schools that generate demand for new policy area faculty (and hence facilitate entry of committed researchers into the profession). Perhaps a more important reason is the increasing corporate awareness of a messy, politicized environment in which the menu of options is both limited and complex and in which government and global competition are increasingly important forces.
Since strategy's fare is complex, ill-structured problems, it is useful to cast the strategic management process as involving elements of a complex inquiry system based upon the examination of alternative perspectives and a "simulation" of entrepreneurial activity through institutionalizing the strategy-making process. Therefore, a top manager needs to first build his strategic agenda through careful inquiry and examination of his problems in terms of alternative "mixed scanning frameworks" (so called "theories"). Armed with an adequate strategic problem formulation, he can then determine the means of achieving and implementing strategic agendas by examining process aspects in terms of an organizing paradigm such as in the Chart. That is, he should examine the degree to which his strategy choice would be consistent with the pressures of the external environment, the corporation's goals and resources, the risk-taking propensities of the corporation, and the culture and value systems embedded within the organization.
If the previously articulated view of the strategic management process is accepted, then it would appear that there is a need to continually develop the theory base of the field (using alternative perspectives) and design strategic inquiry systems that adequately model the managerial processes of debate and dialogue prior to choice and action. 
